Athenian politics in the early third centiuy.
By W. S. Ferguson.
The rise of Macedón brought a very grave question into Athenian politics. The people was obliged to decide for peace or war with the new power. For reasons which lay in the situation, and which were grounded as much in the internal struggle for supremacy and in divergencies of opinion on imperialism, as in different estimates of Macedonian strength and motives, the aristocrats came to a good understanding with Philip and Alexander, while the democrats assumed an attitude of uncompromising hostility toward them. During Alexander's absence in Asia the two parties divided the government between them. Phocion and Demades, Demosthenes and Lycurgus were all more or less active in public life.
Then, upon Alexander's death, there came a parting of the ways. The democrats pushed Athens and Greece into the Lamian War, and in consequence of defeat were deprived of power; and that they might not be able to regain it a high property qualification was demanded for the franchise. This was the work of Antipater. His son Kassander mastered the democratic uprising of 319/8 B. C., and reestablished the oligarchy on a broader basis (318/7). He placed the Macedonian garrison in Munychia at the disposal of his loyal sympathizer, the distinguished Athenian, Demetrius of Phalerum. For ten years Demetrius and the oligarchs governed Athens. By this time it was clear that Demosthenes was right in his contention that Macedón menaced the independence of the Greek cities. He had lived to see, moreover, that freedom was the only guarantee of Athenian autonomy. The Macedonians, on the other hand, had already come to realize that dependence and self-government are contradictory things. But they had no choice. It was a geographical necessity that Macedón should seek to dominate Greece, and no state could control Greece at the end of the fourth century B. C. without first controlling Athens. Hence Antipater and Kassander simply carried out the policy adopted by Philip and Alexander, when they established and maintained an oligarchic government in Athens -a policy, in fact, which every Macedonian ruler followed till the interference of Rome gave the oligarchs a new protector. The oligarchs, too, were as closely bound to Macedón as Macedón to them. Without external support they could not retain power for any length of time. This being so, the nearest strong state was for them the most natural ally, and this, in the early third century, as in the middle of the fourth, was Macedón.
Without entering into a discussion as to the soundness of the policy of the Athenian democrats, it is humanly intelligible that they could not accept as final a condition which put them at the mercy of a minority and Athens in bondage to Macedón. Had they done so they must have fallen very low indeed. To be sure, they were not so quixotic as to imagine that they could cope with Macedón single handed. After Chaeronea and Krannon, moreover, they must have seen the futility of depending upon the assistance of the other Greek cities. But in 308/7 that did not end the matter. There were now new states powerful enough to serve as an equipoise to Macedón. And from the democratic point of view they liad two advantages; they were committed to a policy of liberating Greek cities, and, what counted for more, they were too far away to be a constant menace to local autonomy.
Hence when Demetrius Poliorcetes appeared in the harbor of Athens in 308/7 he was received with jubilation by the democrats, and after the expulsion of Demetrius of Phalerum and the Macedonian garrison these took possession of the government. The inscriptions which belong to the period immediately following this so-called liberation of Athens serve to acquaint us witli the men at that time in public life. Prominent among thern was Stratokles Euthydemos' son of Diomeia, a man so extreme in his views that in the Harpalos case he attacked Demosthenes for overfriendliness toward Macedón. ') The government was irreconciliably anti-Macedonian. For four years it waged war with feverish zeal against Kassander. In this struggle Demosthenes' nephew, Demochares of Leuconoe, won his spurs as financier, diplomat, and military organizer. Witli Stratokles and Demochares stood men like Diotimos of Euonymia'-), nephew of the Diotimos who was crowned for his patriotism in 338, demanded by Alexander after the fall of Thebes, and praised by the Athenians on the motion of Lycurgus in 334/3. The family had been in public life since the days of Pericles. There was, moreover, the son 1) Beloch, o. c. p. 257 f. 2) IG Π 249. I refer once for all to Kircliuer's Prosopographia Attica for the relationships assumed between tiie public men of this era The biographical (lata are likewise taken from Kirchner's work. Repetition of the references there given seems unnecessary.
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of Thrasybulos of Erchia, the stalwart patriot who left Athens of his own free will to fight Alexander in Asia.Once more Xenokles of Sphettos came "forward to serve the state.
2 ) As agonothetes in 307/6 we may be sure that he did not stint his outlay of money in the effort to make the democratic festivals as brilliant as those of Demetrius of Phalerum and his coterie, and in the following year he was active as the financial agent of Athens in its dealings with Antigonus. He was now an old man. His chief public activity had been displayed under the regime of Demosthenes and Lycurgus. but as late as 318/7 he had received the office of epimeletes of the Eleusinian Mysteries at the hands of the short-lived democracy 3 ), and in this capacity constructed a bridge on the Sacred "Way with which an inscription and an epigram still connect his name. -His grandson gave of his money for the safety of Athens when it finally rid itself (?) of a Macedonian garrison.
Especially strong was the Lycurgean tradition. Stratokles made, as it were, official announcement of this fact in the well-known decree by which (in 307/6) the Athenians honored the memory of this sturdy old democrat. 4 . 6) IG II 270. 7) His father, Aristeides, appeared as a witness for Aescliines against Demosthenes in 343. He himself has been identified with Euphiletos, a friend of Phocion (Nepos, Phoc. 4), though this is far from certain. At any rate, he was trierarch during the Lamían War. His grandfather is mentioned in a catalogue of the first half of the fourth century, and his great-grandfather was ταμίας της Θεον in 420/19, and επιστάτης Έλενσινό&εν in 409/8, years of radical democracy.
Beitrüge ζ. alten Geschichte V2. II
The establishment of the democracy had been preceded by a rout of the oligarchs. Some, who stayed in Athens and faced trial, were executed, others fled and were condemned unheard. 1 ) Hence, as is natural, of all those concerned with politics between 307/6 and 301/0 none can be connected with the administration of Demetrius of Phalerum or with the oligarchy established by Antipater in 322. On the other hand, it is rather surprising that none of those active between 307/6 and 301/0 appear in the documents of the period which immediately followedthat lying between 301/0 and 294. To be sure, the importance of this observation is lessened by the comparative paucity of decrees for these years. But from one of the few we learn that the Athenian government had friendly relations with Kassander, king of Macedón.
2 ) That suggests oligarchic control. And when we remember that after the battle of Ipsos, in the summer of 301, Athens threw over Demetrius Poliorcetes, we have discovered a reason for the disappearance of the democratic statesmen.
But we have not yet proved the existence of an oligarchic government. The downfall of Demetrius may have been accompanied simply by the disgrace of those who had compromised themselves by too servile flattery of their patron. This is generally assumed to have been the case.
3 ) But it is none the less wrong. A democracy was, therefore, the object of the seceeders. This was natural; not simply because of the democratic population resident in the Piraeus, but also because of the known predilection of Demetrius for that party. In the circumstances any other government was unthinkable. Hence, there was nothing to be done by moderate oligarchs to whom a tyranny was intolerable except to give their support to the democrats. Accordingly, "those in the Piraeus" from whom Demetrius got the arms, represented elements of both parties.
Who remained in Athens with Lachares? That depends upon the reliability of Pausanias, which, as we have seen 1 ), is in this whole passage quite questionable. Pausanias is as likely to be wrong in affirming that Lachares had been leader of the demos up to the time of his coup as in describing the death of the tyrant.
Since IG II 299 and 299 c were passed during the tyranny of Lachares, a republican form of government continued to exist at that time. The fact, moreover, that after his expulsion the oligarchic institutions are found to be still in operation'
2 ) is with difficulty explicable otherwise than that Lachares was opposed, or, at least, indifferent to the democratic demands.
Pausanias' description of Lachares as a foretime demagogue is, therefore, merely the conventional account of the genesis of Greek tyranny.
3 )
The government which Demetrius established after he overthrew Lachares was democratic in character. 4 which Macedonian influence was again paramount in Athens, and, as we shall see shortly, men of oligarchic connections reappear in public life. 1 ) From the career of Phaidros, accordingly, we can form no safe conclusions as to the party in power between Olympiodoros' archonship (291/3) and that of Diokles (290/89).
Of the names mentioned in the inscriptions of Diokles' year one alone recurs elsewhere. Epicharmos Kallistratides' son of Kolonos made a motion to commend Zenon, an admiral serving under Ptolemy, for fetchingcorn safely into the city. 2 ) The same man made another motion in Philokrates' year (268/7). This tells us nothing. From the followingyear -that of Diotimos (289/8) -we obtain one name which can with approximate certainty be identified. Agyrrhios Kallimedon's son of Kollytos moved a vote of thanks for Spartokos, king of Bosporos, on the last day of Gamelion of this archonship. 3 ) There can be little doubt that this is the great-grandson of the noted demagogue of the same name and deme. But that does not determine his politics. For his father Kallimedon, nicknamed the Crab, was a pronounced oligarch and pro-Macedonian. Demosthenes accused him of complicity in a plot to overturn the demos in 324. He sided with Antipater in the Lamían War, and at its close became with Phocion, Pythokles, Demades, and Pytheas a leader of the government under the extreme oligarchy of 322ff. 4 ) He was condemned to death when Phocion was executed, but escaped the penalty by flight. Agyrrhios, his son, the man with whom we are concerned, was ridiculed by Philemon, but the reference does not help us any. A cousin of Agyrrhios was in the senate in Eubulos 1 year (276/5).
From the next year -that of Isaios (288/7) -Nikokrates Archemachos' son of Phegaia, who moved a decree 5 ) of the tribe Aegeis in honor of its representatives in the senate during the preceding year, is known, but only for his services as senator in Telokles' year. 6 ) Nor does much come from the fact that the grandfather of Proxenos Pylagoras' son of Acherdus, who made a motion 7 ) of the tribe Hippothontis in honor of a priest of Asklepios, was prytany-secretary in 335/4.
In this year (288/7) Philippides Philokles' son of Kephale, the comic poet, was agonothetes.
The decree 8 ) in his honor was not passed till the middle of the third month of the following year (287/6), but his election to office occurred over a year earlier. It is, I think, apparent from this document (IG II 314) that the politics of Philippides were democratic. The demos whom he served on various occasions was, of course, the state, not the party. But assurance is given that "he never did anything on any occasion, either by deed or word, that was opposed to democracy." From this we gather that the democratic party had control of power in Euthios' year (287/6) and, we may be sure, also at the time of Philippides' election in Isaios' year (summer 288). Philippides, we are informed by Plutarch, assailed both Stratokles and Demetrius during the period after 304/3. That puts him in the same category with Demochares. We learn from our inscription that he was with Lysimachos, king of Thrace before and at the time of Ipsos. In Plutarch he is said to have been a prime favorite of the Thracian king, and to have obtained from him many benefits for Athens. This is fully borne out by our inscription. During the period when Kassander's friends were influential at Athens, his ally, Lysimachos, acting on an earlier suggestion of Philippides, sent grain to the people of Athens, and a mast and sail for the Panathenaic procession of 298/7. Through the intercession of Philippides the Athenians imprisoned in Asia by Demetrius and Antigonus were liberated. These, whether democrats like himself or oligarchs who had made themselves obnoxious to Stratokles and his party -the ν,αλοί χάγα&οί who, according to Plutarch, criticized Stratokles in 303/2 -, were united by the bond of opposition to Demetrius. At the same time permission to return home or to re-enlist was procured for the Athenians taken prisoners in the battle of Ipsos itself.
2 )
1) It is possible that, through mistaking δήμος -state -(under oligarchic control between 301 and 295) for δήμος -democratic party -the error arose by which in Pausanias Lachares appears as the προεστηκώς (εις εκείνο) τον δήμου. The conventional account of the genesis of Greek tyranny would make the slip easy.
*2) Niese (o. c. I, p. 358) thinks that Philippides returned to Athens after the battle of Ipsos and assailed Stratokles at that time in the verses quoted by Plutarch, Demetrius XII and XXVI. Plutarch himself refers the attacks to 304/3f. One of these verses is significant for the light it throws on the controversies •which preceded the oligarchy of 301. Philippides, alluding to Stratokles, wrote·' Δι OV cmέκανσεν η πάχνη τάς αμπέλους, dì ον άσεβοννΟ·' ο πέπλος ερράγη μέσος, Τάς των S-εών τιμάς ποιοϋντ' αν&ρωπίνας. Ταντα καταλύει δήμον, ον κωμωδία. From I(î II 314 1. 10 if. it appears that Philippides asked Lysimachos for the mast and sail there alluded to before the battle of Ipsos was fought. That they were delivered in Euktemon's archonship (299/8) is specified merely by the way, and the account of Philippides' services-vis resumed with the dating και νικήσαντος Λυσιμάχου του βασιλέως [τη] ν μάχην την Ίψώι γενομένην.
The mast and sail replaced by Lysimachos were destroyed by the storm referred to in the verses just quoted. The storm, therefore, beyond a doubt took place at the time of the great Panathenaia, in Hekatombaion of 302 (See Dittenberger, Sylloge 3 , p. 319 n. 6). The comedy was probably presented in the course of the year 302/1. The democracy was obviously in peril at that time; at any rate, its leaders blamed the comedian for bringing it into discredit. Philippides, however, (like We may, accordingly, be certain that at least in June 288 Athens was no longer under the control of Demetrius, and was governed by the democratic faction. From the content of the decrees of Diotimos' year, 289/8, it is evident that the revolt of Athens had taken place at least at the beginning of 288. A democracy was no doubt in control at that time -hence Agyrrhios, Nikokrates, and Proxenos were probably democrats.
Of the men active in 287/6, Euthios' year, nothing very definite can be determined. The present tense, διατελεί, •παρακαλεί, is noteworthy. Is it possible that Philippides remained with Lysimachos up to the time at which the decree was passed (287)? Hardly; αποόημήσας προς(τ)ον βασιλέα Λνσίμαχον πρότερον forbids the thought of continuous residence. In the absence of any hint to the contrary his election to the agonothesia in 288 presupposes his presence in Athens at that time. I see no way of determining when Philippides came back to Athens, but conjecture that he returned with Demochares in 289. The impression conveyed by Plutarch (Demetrius XII) is that of a prolonged sojourn of Philippides at Lysimachos' court. , not Nikias (296/5); for Glaukon, the brother of the more famous Chremonides after whom the war is named, was alive and active some time after the accession of Ptolemy Euergetes 247/6. No one, for that matter, has ever thought of attributing his agonothesia to the earlier Nikias. That the deme name of the archon, Ότρννενς, is omitted in the choregic inscription in which Glaukon figures as agonothetes, is at this time of no significance; for in the contemporary decree in honor of Phaidros of Sphettos the two Nikias are distinguished in no way. Now this same Phaidros claims to have been agonothetes in Nikias' year, and in the year of Nikias Otr. at that; for the arrangement of the decree (IG II 331) makes the later of the two necessary, and in the earlier archon ship, moreover, Phaidros was general and accordingly not at the same time in possession of another office. Hence we have two agonotlietai in the year of Nikias Otr., Phaidros and Glaukon -a fact hitherto overlooked.
At the end of the second century there were several agonothesiai, and one man, daring the oligarchic government which followed 103/2, frequently held several of them at once. We have long since known of the agonothetes who liad charge of the Dionysiac agon from 307/6 on, and of another in charge of the Panathenaia, from probably as early as the middle of the third century (IG II 371b), certainly from the middle of the second (/GII Suppl. 421). Both undoubtedly existed in 282/1, and since at this time each was termed agonothetes simply, Koehler's reason (IG II Suppl. 421) for thinking that the two offices were not created simultaneously is proved fallacious. 2 ) -Our next remark concerns the year 280/79, that of Gorgias. This is the year in which Demochares made motion for the conforment of the highest honors in the gift of Athens upon his uncle, Demosthenes.
n )
The mere fact vouches for the sympathies of the majority of the Athenians. Then we jump to the archonship of Eubulos, which Beloch has with great probability assigned to the year 276/5.
4 The ephebes were at this time called upon to defend the city, and we may be sure that in constituting this elite corps of the youth the authorities did not neglect political opinion.
Nothing definite results from a scrutiny of the other names in this ephebe list of 275/4.
How long the friends of oligarchy were in power we do not know. If dominant in Pytharatos' year Í271/0), when Laches the son of Demochares moved the well-known decree in which his father's loyal steadfastness to democratic principles and his many efforts in the cause of Athenian independence -no Macedonian ruler, except the deposed Antipater, is named ') -are urgently pressed upon the attention of the Athenians, they were certainly very generous. The agonothetes for this year, Thrasykles Thrasyllos' son of Dekeleia was the son of the successful choregas of 320/19, but of course that in itself proves nothing.
It is noteworthy that pro-Macedonians and oligarchs come to the front in Athens in 276/5. But this is easily explicable. It was the year in which Antigonos Gonatas for the first time sat secure on the throne of Macedón. His Greek possessions made him the nearest neighbor of Athens.
2 ) Perhaps the Piraeus was still in his possession. It was, therefore, not difficult for his sympathizers to get control of the government. We learn from an inscription of 274/3 that they went so far as to have sacrifices officially offered for the welfare of the Macedonian king.It was at this time, no doubt, that Antigonos became intimate with Zeno, and visited him at Athens. 4 ) Then came the return of Pyrrhus from
1) The consideration of Laches for Macedón (Antigonos Gonatas) lias been noted by Wilamowitz o. c. p. 224. Beloch (Griech. Gesch. IΓΙ 2, p. 377f.) identifies the Antipater of the Demochares' decree with the nephew of Kassander who after the death of Ptolemy Keraunos possessed the Macedonian throne for 45 days, and later appeared as a pretender against Antigonos Gonatas. That Demochares got 20 talents from Antipater, is against this hypothesis. A man struggling against foreign invaders like the Celts, or against a rival like Antigonos does not have money to throw away in that fashion. It is different if Antipater, Kassander's son, the protege of Lysimachos and heir-apparent to the Macedonian throne, is meant.
2) Beloch, Griech. Gesch. Ill 1, p. 58tí f.
3) IG II 323 b. 4) Diogenes Laertius VU, 6 ff.
Italy, the expulsion of Antigonos from Macedón, the invasion of Greece, the revulsion of feeling against Antigonos, and the death of the Epirote king in 272. a ) Athens is said to have sent an embassy to Pyrrhus in 273.
That she~ broke with Antigonos and remained hostile till after the Chremonidean War, seems hardly probable. That she remained antagonistic even as late as 271/0 can hardly be conceded, in view of the completeness of Antigonos' success in 272. How to explain the Demochares' decree I do not know. The period is entirely obscure.
The validity of the arguments hitherto employed depends upon two assumptions. It is assumed that men inherited their politics then as now. This would, perhaps, be rash, were it not that the lines of political cleavage remained fixed for the whole period. One was drawn between pro-and anti-Macedonians, another between oligarchs and democrats, and that they must have ordinarily coincided seems to me to result inevitably from the general situation. Naturally, there were men who changed from one party to the other. Laches the son of Demochares taunts his father's contemporaries with backslidings and desertions. None of the public men, except his father, he asserts, was always steadfast to democracy.
3 ) This, of course, is an exaggeration, but only an exaggeration. The careers of such men as Philippides of Paiania, Olympiodoros, Phaidros, Agyrrhios, Stratokles, if known more completely, would probably show the basis of the charge. Such persons were, however, we assume, exceptions.
It is assumed, in the second place, that in the names mentioned in the documents of this period we get genuine representatives of the trend of contemporary opinion. That this is a fair assumption, can, I think, be demonstrated only by the results. These, for at least two of the periods distinguished, 307-301, and 290/89 (Diokies) -276/5 (Eubulos), are abundantly confirmed by other evidence.
However, I would not venture to offer my conclusions for the remaining periods (301/0-294/3, 294/3-290/89, 276/5-273/2?) as anything but possibilities, did our case end with these name-connections.
The advent to power of an oligarchy was ordinarily accompanied in Athens by constitutional changes. 4 ) Hence it is imperative for us to examine into the evidence for alterations in the offices, modes of election, franchise, judicial procedure etc., during the period under consideration. The first thing to be noticed is the hitherto inexplicable appearance in the decrees of this era of now one, now several persons, in charge of the administration (ó or ot èrti τf¡ διοιχήαει).
On arranging the inscriptions in which the first title occurs, it is seen that they fall either between 307/6 and 295/4, or 275/4 and 262/1: the second title, on the other hand, is found between 289/8 and 282/1, and again in 262/1,After 262/1 both titles occur, but our evidence is such that no periods of the exclusive use of either one of them can be determined.
The periods for which direct evidence is lacking are, therefore, the following: 295/4-289/8, 282/1-275/4, and the years immediately preceding 262/1.
The obscurity of the years 273/2 ff. makes it impossible to arrive at any conclusion with reference to the employment of o or ol è ni tr¡ διοιχήαει during them.
Since 275/4 marks the advent of oligarchs to power, it seems to me probable that it defines the time of change from ot to ò also. And since a new government assumed control in 295/4, it is likely that in this year the change from o to ot first took place. Hence, between 307/6 and 295/4 we have 6 em TJJ âioixijnei; between 295/4 and 275/4 ot cm rrj όιοιχήσει, and between 275/4 and 262/1? ο επί τrj διοιχήαει once more.
It may be, as M. Homolle 3 ) thinks, that we have to do simply with a change of formula, not a change in the magistracy. If that is so, the alteration of formula in 295/4 and again in 275/4 needs explanation.
Since with the advent of the oligarchs in 275/4 the single officer reappeared who had been displaced by a board at the advent of the democracy in 295/4, it seems to me that the matter was more important than M. Homolle thought. The official ¿ni τ rj διοικήσει probably developed 1) The list of inscriptions in which the office is mentioned may be found in Lavfehl's Handbuch der griechischen Epigraphik II 2, p. 721 f.; or ill Honaolle's article in Bull, de corr. hell XV (1891) 2) One of the speeches of Deinarchos, rated by Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Reiske, p. 652) as genuine, and, therefore, prepared before his exile in 307, is entitled Κατά Διονυσίου, του επί της διοικήσεως. This may indicate that the office was created by Demetrius of Phalerum or even earlier, and brought into the range of the inscriptions by some change made in 307.
3) Bull, de corr. hell. XV (1891), p. 364.
such powers under the oligarchy of 301-295/4 that it seemed advisable to prevent a recurrence by giving him a number of colleagues. This is, of course, only an hypothesis. But it receives confirmation through the fact that in 301/0, i. e., on the establishment of the oligarchy, a reorganization of the financial administration (to which ο επί τf¡ διοι-χηαει belonged) took place, by which the treasurer of the people (ταμίας mû δήμου) dissappeared. This office had existed apparently since 403_ Its functions, so far as determined, consisted of paying the cost of the publication of state documents and of crowns conferred by the state, and the travelling expenses of ambassadors. These, of course, are only individual instances of the duties of the people's treasurer, and since they, no doubt, would be supplemented had we other sources of information, we must be content not to determine the general sphere of his activities. There can be little doubt that he was selected by lot. Popular election in this case is improbable, since he was first created in 403 and such a mode of election would, in all likelihood, have brought him into Aristotle's survey of the Athenian magistrates.
After 301/0 his best attested functions passed into the hands of the έξετάατης χ al ol τριττναρχοι.
In 299/8 these officers pay for the publication of a decree:
2 ) in 295/4 they stand the cost of the erection of a statue, while the officer BTÙ rrj διοικήσει, pays for the accompanying decree.
3 ) After 295/4 they disappear as mysteriously as they came.
An inscription found during the excavations of 1897 ff. at Sunium and published in the Έφημερις 'Αρχαιολογική for 1900, p. 133 f. helps us somewhat.
We learn from it, in the first place, that the inspector (έξετάβτης) was elected by show of hands. That is significant for the sort of government which enlarged the functions of the office. In the second place, we learn that his duties brought him into contact with the soldiers of Athens.
That indicates the starting point of his power. During the fourth contury a board of inspectors existed. They "had to count the troops enrolled by the State so that the Strategoi could not defraud the State with respect to the amount of money due for soldiers' pay". 4 ) Under the oligarchy of 301 ff. the board was superseded by a single officer 5 ), and the single officer was empowered to supervise other than military expenditures. Obviously, he was not able to make payments unassisted. The trittyarchs are always associated with him when he disburses money. It is, therefore, probable that they possessed the trea-1) See Thumser in Hermann's Lehrbuch I 6 , p. 636.
2) IG II 297. 3) IG II 300, 300b. It is possible that we have to do here with an instance of the gradual centralization of finance conjectured to have taken place at this time.
4) Gilbert, Greek Constitutional Antiquities (Eng. Trans.), p. 264 f.
5) The references to the έξετάατης are different from thosB to the άγωνο&έτης; cf. above p. 12 n. 52. sury from which decrees, statues, etc., were paid for. This was an extension of their duties; for, while it is not very clear what were the normal functions of the trittyarchs, it is certain that they pay for such things at no other time. Ordinarily they had, it seems, something to do with certain public funds, and their nearest concern was with the army and navy. 1 ) Their treasury then, instituted for some military purposes, was drawn upon for administrative expenses between 301/0 and 295/4. Supervision and centralization of finance, and especially of the funds from which the soldiers were paid, were natural accompaniments of oligarchy.
As already intimated, the democracy established in 294 dispensed with the inspector, or at any rate restricted him to his earlier tasks. It did not, however, restore the treasurer of the people. The foretime duties of this officer were handed entirely over to the office επί rrj <hoi-xrjast,, which at this time was entrusted not, as before, to one person, but to several.
One of the reforms most urgently demanded by the Athenian oligarchs was at all times reorganization of the finances. Another was closer scrutiny of the citizen list. Of the former we have already discovered traces in the documents of 301 ff. Of the latter one valuable bit of evidence remains.
IG II 229 must belong to the period 322/1-319/8: for in it the ¿ναγραφενς is commanded to publish the decree. This being so, it is obvious that under the oligarchy at that time in control, the thesmothetai were required to institute an examination previous to the granting of what was unquestionably the citizenship. The inscription is fragmentary, and the restorations considerable, but beyond any reasonable doubt correct.
:i )
We know that a property qualification was at that time necessary for the acquisition of citizenship. The possession of this could be ascertained only through a άοχιμασία.
At a later period a similar δοκιμασία conducted by a jury at the summons of the thesmothetai, was usual. 4 ) This dokimasia was not required between 307 and 301, as is clear from IG II 243. No decree conferring citizenship is extant from between 301 and 295/4, but in the latter year, in an inscription in which the arrangements peculiar to the oligarchy are still found 5 ), the requirement of a judicial examination 4) See Laffeld, ο. c. p. 790. 5) In that the institutions which prevailed at the beginning of 295/4 were continued to its end, the democratic reorganization of this year resembles the already exists. The conclusion is obvious that it was established with the oligarchy in 301. A particular reason for it is found in that during the period 307-301 the citizenship had been bestowed with unusual frequency upon the favorites of Demetrius, many of whom were no doubt unworthy.
This dolcimasia was one of the oligarchic changes which upon their restoration the democrats accepted; for of course its working depended upon the law which regulated it, and the magistrates who enforced that law. When the oligarchs came into power a second time, in 276/5, its point was sharpened in that it was, in at least one instance, applied to those who were already citizens, but applicants for public commendation and rewards. 1 )
These are the only constitutional changes which our very fragmentary data enable us to determine for the period after 301. Their full import, moreover, we cannot securely grasp. But since at that time an elected magistrate superceded an allotted one, a military officer reached out to control the administration of finance, and a supervision of the citizen-list, first introduced under the extreme oligarchy of 322-319, reappeared, it seems to me that the conclusion, already reached from the past history of those in public life and the substitution of friendship for enmity toward Macedón, is amply confirmed, and that the current view, which asserts the continuance of the democracy after the battle of Ipsos, is proved incorrect.
The most direct evidence for oligarchic control between 307 and 270 has still to be considered. It is found in the decree which, on Laches' motion, the Athenians passed in honor of Demochares of Leukonoe. In it the statement is made that Demochares "became an exile on behalf of democracy, participated in no oligarchy, held no office while the ciemos was destroyed, and was the only one of those in politics at the same time as he who did not strive to force upon his fatherland another form 19 12 oligarchs ruled, at another time, in Athens, but aloof from public life. Otherwise, they are quite foolish. An exile, of course, held no office. To emphatically repeat that this was here the case is senseless. As interpreted by me they correspond closely to the facts; for, if Demochares' death took place in, or shortly before, 271/0, he had actually experienced two periods of oligarchic control. During the later of the two, 276/5 ff., the decree tells us that he had abstained from public life, at any rate, had accepted no office; during the earlier, we know that he was in exile.
In the decree 1 ) the occasion of his exile is only vaguely indicated.
The career of Demochares began, it is stated, with various services in connection with "the construction of walls, the preparation of arms, missiles, and engines, the strengthening of the city during .the four years war' (307-304), and négociation of peace, truce, and alliance with the Boeotians, in return for which", the decree continues, "he was driven into exile by those who overturned the democracy. And when he was restored by the demos in Diokles' archonship, he first of all took charge of the financial administration etc." ('AvO·' ων εξέπεηεν ino των χαταλυαύντων τον δήμον χ ai ώς χατηλΰεν έπί Λιοχλεους cίρχοντος νπό του δήμου, ΰυατείλιαπι την διοίκηβιν πρωτφ κτλ.). So much for the decree. The circumstances under which Demochares was driven into exile, according to Plutarch 2 ), were as follows: Dissatisfaction arose in Athens in 303/2 :! ) because offenders had sought to obtain immunity from punishment by presenting letters written in their interest by Demetrius. The discontent became finally so great that the government lost the rudder. A measure was passed forbidding any citizen to fetch messages from the king in the future. Demetrius, thereupon, brought pressure to bear upon the Athenians, and the decree was not only rescinded, but those responsible for it were either exiled or executed. Everything that Demetrius willed, it was resolved, should be both proper in the sight of the gods, and just in the eyes of men. This was the work of Stratokles. Demochares' criticism was penalized by exile.
The phrase used in the decree, passed some thirty years later, to describe this occurence -ccv¡)• , ων έ'ξεπεΰεν νπό των χαταλνΰΐΐντων τον δήμον -is therefore ambiguous.
4 ) It was strictly true, but conveyed a 4) Beloch (Griech. Gesch. III 2, p. 374ff.) lias found another way to harmonize Plutarch and the decree. He grants that "the four years' war" came between 307 and 304, but he denies that the exile of Demochares followed closely after it. An interval of some thirteen years elapsed. Then, during an oligarchic regime, which he believes to have existed in 291/Off, came Demochares' quarrel with century.
wrong meaning. That Demochares held Stratokles and his servile flattery of Demetrius responsible for the discredit into which the democrats fell in 303/2 fE., and hence indirectly for the oligarchy of 301, is easily credible. It was in this sense correct that "the destroyers of the democracy" drove him into exile. But shflrt-memoried people in 271/0 would naturally think that these destroyers were the oligarchs. This impression would be confirmed by the further statement that he became an exile on behalf of democracy (φυγών υπερ δημοκρατίας).
Demochares was unable to return to Athens between 301/0 and 295/4 because of the oligarchy which was then in power. He was unable to return between 295/4 and 289 because of his quarrel with Stratokles and his party. Hence, he was forced to remain in exile for thirteen years, till Athens' breach with Demetrius in 289.
No explanation of Demochares' failure to return in 301 is possible, if we retain the ordinary view that at that time the party, of which he was the recognized leader, got possession of the government.
The decree which we have been considering contains another significant paragraph. "Under his (Demochares') regime", it states, "judicial decisions, laws, jury-courts, and property rights remained undisturbed for all the Athenians, and nothing was done in any form or shape detrimental Stratokles, and consequent thereto Ins exile. In this way it is possible for Demochares to have been banished both for offense given to Demetrius and his friends, ancl during the ascendancy of the oligarchic party. At the same time the difficulty is avoided of supposing Demochares in exile while Iiis friends were in power. But the way is a hard one. Plutarch is vindicated at the expense of Plutarch; for Plutarch crtaiuly dates the exile of Demochares in or about 303/2, not in 291/0. Further, the vindication is effected at the cost of the decree. Possible it may be that thirteen years intervened between the services rendered by Demochares and the exile with which ungrateful Athens rewarded him, but probable it certainly is not. Indeed, if, as Belocli maintains, the anti-Deraetriau wing of the democratic party came into power iu 301, it is decidedly improbable that during the years which followed, Demochares, if iu Athens, remained inactive, or did nothing worthy of mention in an honorary decree. If, as I have shown, an oligarchy came to dominate in 301, Demochares could hardly have remained in Athens.
Finally, the evidence which Belocli uses to assert the existence of an oligarchy in Athens in 29Iff., when the data of Plutarch and the Laches' decree (which refer to 301 ff.) are subtracted, is quite inconclusive. It consists of dateless notices.
Gaetano de Sanctis (Belocli, Sludi eli Storia antica II [1893], p. 51 f.) to whom the transposition of Plutarch, Demetrius XXIV from 303/2 to 29Iff. is really due, dates the four years war in aud after 291; but this is indefensible. Iff II Add. 737 locates this war certainly enough. ^
12* 21
inference to be drawn is that the contrary was true nnder other regimes -under the government of Stratokles, no doubt, but also under that of the oligarchs. Private rights, as well as public, were at stake in the contest for power in these times.
At this point an objection must be met. The oligarchs banished in 307/6 did not return till Philippos was archon (293/2?). Therefore, it is concluded, their friends did not obtain power sooner; hence not in 301. x ) This was a legitimate inference before the reasons in favor of an oligarchy in 301 ff. were presented. In the face of our evidence it is no longer allowable. There must have been something in the position of the oligarchs who flecl in 308/7 which even the oligarchs of 301 ff. did not venture to remedy. They were condemned to death in 307/6, but an amnesty was, of course, possible. Public opinion, we may conjecture, did not admit of this. An oligarchy was in its nature a precarious thing in Athens. To admit to its ranks men who had been tools of Demetrius of Phalerum 2 ) and of Kassander was to assume a needless risk. That was the difficulty. The exiles were the most violent partisans. It has been already intimated that at least some of the moderate oligarchs joined the pro-Demetrian democrats in the government established by Demetrius after lie took the city. The city was in his hands in Elaphebolion of 295/4. The offices created in 301, however, still appear in the documents of that year, but not later. The democratic apparatus of government entered into operation, in all likelihood, in 291/3.
There can be no doubt, at any rate, that a democracy was in power in Kimon's archonship (292/1?). That follows from the Phaidros' decree already analysed. 4 He, no doubt, identified himself with Egyptian policy.
3) Plutarch, Demetrius XXX. 4) See above p. 8f. 5) Demochares was recalled i-πυ τον δήμου. '22 From a decree passed on the last day of Gamelion in Diotimos' year (Febry. 288) it is evident that, not only had word to the effect that the δήμος κΕχόμιΰτet rò ίιΰτυ already reached Spartokos, king of
Bosporos, but that a congratulatory message and a substantial gift of corn sent by him had arrived at Athens. The news sent can hardly have been other than that Demetrius' garrison had been expelled from the Museum. Therefore, this took place some months earlier than February 288, probably in 289.
There is nothing in the decrees of Diokles 1 year to show that the breach with Demetrius had occurred when they were passed. The honors 1) Beloch (Griech. Gesch. III 2, p. 40 ñ". ; cf. Beiträge zur alten Geschichte I, p. 403ff.) assigns Diotimos to 287/6. So far as his reason for doing so is historical I have endeavored to consider it in the text: so far as it consists of a determination to preserve the calendar rather than the official order of the secretaries' tribes, I have the following objections to make:
1. We do not know the sequence of common and intercalary years within the nineteen year cycle employed at this time -we do not know even that there was a fixed sequence at all. On the other hand, we do know what the official order of the Athenian tribes was.
2. The sequence, as Beloch establishes it, is violated, on his own showing (Griech. Gesch. III 2, p. 53), once in the first, three times in the second, and once in the third of the three cycles for which its existence is best demonstrable. Since a disturbance in one year carries with it a rectification in some following year of the same cycle, the irregularities must be increased to the number required by the archon list constructed by me and accepted by Kirchuer (Gott. gel. Am. 1900, p. 433ft'.;  also Prosopographia Attica II, p. 631 ft'.). All sorts of difficulties are encountered it' we continue Beloch's cycle forward into the second century, and another unmistakable instance in which the principle followed by him in constructing the cycle is violated occurs in the latter part of the 2nd century. 107/0 and 10G/5 are common years (See IG ΙΓ 470 1. 2 and 1. 64), while 104/3 (IG II 46,')) is intercalary. "We do not know the character of 105/4, but in any case it is impossible to avoid a sequence of either three common or two intercalary years. Is not the assumption that such a sequence is inadmissable premature? 3. Disturbances in the official order of the secretaries' tribes, once this was established in use, wherever the reasons are known, are a result of the suspension of the democratic constitution: observe 322/1, 263/2 and 103/2. The omission of Demetrias II after 304/3 Is only apparent, not real; for it is a pure conjecture that Antigonis I had the secretaryship in 304/3 (See Cornell Studies VII (1898), p. 50; cf. Beloch, Griech. Gesch. III 2, p. 46, η. 1) The law establishing the rotation of the office in the official order of the tribes was, no doubt, reenacted to take effect in 303/2. Hence no analogy exists, as Belocli affirms, for the sporadic dropping of a tribe. Nothing of the sort occurs between 349/8 and 322/1, or during the second century. The abolition of mechanical devices for distributing offices, such as the lot and the official order of the tribe, accompanied an oligarchic revolution. Election by all the citizens regularly replaced them. The ascendancy of the oligarchic party, however, did not stop the usual rotation of the secretaryship in 301 ff. or 275/4Ö'. A constitutional change was apparently necessarv for that purpose. Like the lot, the rotation came to characterize democracy. 
Entscheidung in Makedonien schon gefallen gewesen sein.
That depends, it seems to me, upon a general conception of Athens' position under Demetrius in 293/2ft'., which I believe to be unfounded and erroneous. Athens was not prone to hang back till the danger was past. She was at all times too conscious of her past greatness and present aspiratious to be a dutiful, or even prudent, slave. Certainly she played no such rôle in the third century.
1) Plutarch, Demetrius XLII.
2) Beloch, Griech. Gesch. Ill 1, p. '236. Beloch has raised many of the problems which I have attempted to solve in this paper. The original suggestion, however, came to me from Eduard Meyer, who, writing to me, said: "Ich glaube übrigens, daß in der Zeit nach Ipsos in ganz ähnlicher Weise (as in 103/2ff.; cf. Beiträge IV r , p. Iff.) eine aristokratische Verfassung bestanden hat, die sowohl in einzelnen Ämtern wie in der äußeren Politik hervortritt (daher wurde auch Demochares nicht zurückberufen) und die schließlich in der Tyrann is des Lachares endete."
